Introduction
Korean is a strict head-final language, and the verb comes at the end of a sentence. However, in colloquial speech an element can appear to the right of the verb, as shown in (1).
(1) a. Cheli-ka sakwa-lul mek-ess-e. 1 C.-Nom apple-Acc eat-Pst-Dec 'Cheli ate an apple.' b. Cheli-ka [e] mek-ess-e, sakwa-lul.
C.-Nom eat-Pst-Dec apple-Acc 'Cheli ate an apple.' (Choe 1987:40, (1b Even though the surface strings appear to resemble each other, the preverbal null objects have distinct interpretations. In (2), the null object is coreferential with the referent previously introduced in the context and it only involves a strict interpretation. This null object is pro. In (3), the null object is associated with the scrambled DP, and the DP is not omissible for the intended reading. In this case, the empty category is a trace. In (4), the null object allows a sloppy interpretation as the English glosses indicate, and this interpretation is unexpected if pro occurs at the null argument position (Sakamoto 2016) . This is a case of argument ellipsis. These observations of empty arguments in non-RDCs are summarized in (5). In (6), regardless of whether a RDC has a null element (gapped RDC) or a DP (gapless RDC) preverbally, the postposed element is still possibly attached by the copula. The acceptability of the sentences is clear particularly when a noticeable pause is inserted between the verb and the postverbal DP. For example, in (6a) after placing a break between the verb and the postverbal DP it is perfectly fine to insert the copula to the right of sakwa 'apple' in the postverbal domain.
The main goal of this paper is to examine Korean RDCs in light of preverbal (null) elements relative to postverbal elements and to explore the syntax of RDCs that allows copula insertion to the right periphery as in (6). I show that RDCs may involve the three types of empty categories preverbally. I also demonstrate (non-)parallelisms between gapped and gapless RDCs. These findings are essential to an analysis of clausal structures of RDCs. I suggest that a non-uniform analysis is best to account for the distribution of empty categories in RDCs (cf. Yun 2014; Ko 2014 Ko , 2015 Ko , 2016 but Kuno 1978; Whitman 2000; Tanaka 2001; Yim 2013; Kim and Hong 2013; Cho 2016, 2017; Ott and de Vries 2016; J-S Lee 2017; Lee 2017, 2018 for a uniform analysis, to name only a few). More specifically, while defending both a mono-and a bi-clausal analysis, apart from Ko (2014 Ko ( , 2015 Ko ( , 2016 ) I make a different distinction of gapped and gapless RDCs and propose an additional bi-clausal type. I offer supporting evidence, based on (non-)parallelisms between RDCs and fragment answers.
This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 shows two properties of RDCs in light of preverbal empty categories and (non-)parallelisms between gapped and gapless RDCs. Section 3 argues for a non-uniform approach to analyzing RDCs. In a bi-clausal analysis, a structure may possibly involve a cleft for some RDCs and thus a copula can be inserted as in (6). In a mono-clausal analysis, right-dislocation of adnominal elements is examined in Korean and Japanese.
Section 4 offers supporting arguments built on (non-)parallelisms between RDCs and fragment answers. Section 5 is the conclusion.
Syntactic properties of Korean RDCs
I discuss three types of preverbal null arguments in RDCs in 2.1, and (non-)similarities between gapless and gapped DRCs in 2.2. These observations are to serve as the object studied in this article.
Identification of preverbal null arguments in RDCs
I demonstrate that RDCs can have three types of empty categories in (7) -(9).
(7)
Did Yenghi meet Cheli i ?
Ung, Yenghi-nun pro i manna-ss-e, (Cheli-lul i ). Cheli-nun t i mek-ess-e *(sakwa-lul i ).
C.-Top eat-Pst-Dec apple-Acc 'Cheli ate an apple.' In (7), the null object is coreferential with the object previously introduced. This is a case of pro. In (8), the null object has a sloppy interpretation and thus it is an argument ellipsis (e.g. Saito 2007 , Sakamoto 2016 antecedents of pro in (7) and an argument ellipsis in (8) are introduced in the previous contexts, and the references of these null arguments are independent of those of the postposed DPs. In (9), since the information about Cheli's eating an apple is not introduced previously the null argument is a trace of the postposed DP sakwa-lul [apple-Acc] and thus this DP cannot be omitted. This null argument cannot have a sloppy reading. 2 I showed that the interpretations of null arguments in RDCs are non-uniform, as in the cases of non-RDCs. If a potential antecedent of a null element is introduced previously, the interpretation of the null element is either pro or an argument ellipsis. Significantly, in these cases the clauses stand by themselves without postverbal DPs. Otherwise, the postposed DP is newly introduced for the trace in the same sentence, and thus the postposed DP necessarily exists as antecedent in the sentence. Hence, despite the fact that surface strings are potentially ambiguous due to their surface similarities, the differences in light of interpretations of null arguments and the (im)possibility of omitting a postposed DP serve as a means of distinguishing among preverbal null arguments in RDCs.
Gapless RDCs vs. gapped RDCs
After critically reviewing Ko's (2015 Ko's ( , 2016 and Ahn and Cho's (2016) distinctions of gapped and gapless RDCs for a (non-)uniform analysis of RDCs, I present similarities and differences between the two types of RDCs that have not been observed before.
Let us start with Ko's (2015 Ko's ( , 2016 In (10a) the preverbal object differs from the postverbal DP, and the latter specifies the meaning of the former. By contrast, in (10b) the preverbal object is identical to the DP on the right edge. Ko (2016) (Ko 2016: 19) The repetitive RDC (11a) does not show island effects, unlike the specificational RDC (11b). Similarly, the repetitive RDC (12a) obviates Left Branch Condition effects (Ross 1986 ) while the specificational RDC (12b) does not. Ko (2016) claims that the ungrammaticality of specificational RDCs is compatible with that of gapped RDCs (13).
3 Ko (2016: 11) also reports the asymmetry with genitive marker in (i). 
On the other hand, Ko (2016) employs a derivational approach to the mono-clausal analysis and argues that the ungrammaticality of (11b) and (12b) (as well as (13)) results from an island violation, shown in (16).
for specificational and gapped RDCs
In (16), the movement of XP induces an island violation, and such a violation cannot be repaired at LF in a mono-clausal structure. In Ko's (2016) analysis, specificational RDCs and gapped RDCs differ from repetitive RDCs in light of clausal structure (as well as information structure) in that the former are derived from a mono-clausal structure whereas the latter involves a bi-clausal structure.
However, Ahn and Cho (2016) This contrast is schematized in (18).
In (18a), S2 includes a focus element and thus island effects exist at LF, leading to ungrammaticality. On the other hand, in (18b), S2 does not have a focus element and thus TP ellipsis occurs under identity between S1 and S2, and an island violation is repaired at LF.
Ahn and Cho (2016) further suggest that the ungrammaticality of (13) results from the failure of establishing a scopal parallelism between S1 and S2 in (19).
Ahn and Cho (2016: 220) argue that under the assumption that pro in Korean always takes low scope, repair does not occur at LF due to the lack of a scopal parallelism between S1 and S2 in (19). In Ahn and Cho's (2016) analysis, both gapped and gapless RDCs are equally treated in a bi-clausal structure, and RDCs may differ at the representational level (LF) since the availability of LF repair operations relies on the presence/absence of contrastive readings. (I return to their analysis of fragment answers in relation to RDCs in section 4.) Some questions arise in Ko's (2015 Ko's ( , 2016 and Ahn and Cho's (2016) analyses. Since they do not differentiate null arguments in RDCs, it is not clear whether all gapped RDCs (with pro, trace, and null ellipsis) are treated in the same clausal structure. Moreover, it is also mysterious whether different types of information structure are associated with a specific type of gapped RDCs as Ko 
In the same contexts as in (20) and (21), the RDC with a trace in (24a) is also
grammatical. Yet, unlike in (22) and (23) To summarize, after reviewing Ko's (2015 Ko's ( , 2016 and Ahn and Cho's (2016) observations of gapped and gapless RDCs I showed (non-)parallelisms that they do not observe. I demonstrated that gapless and gapped RDCs can be used for information focus and specificational focus in the same way. Moreover, in light of semantic predication relations, a specificational RDC resembles a gapped RDC with an argument ellipsis whereas a repetitive RDC is similar to a gapped RDC with pro. On the other hand, a RDC with a trace cannot establish a predication relation. These findings are significant to explore the clausal structures of RDCs.
In the following section, I look into the schemes in (25a, b), and offer a non-uniform analysis of RDCs.
Analysis of two types of RDCs
I offer a non-uniform analysis in a derivational approach. In 3.1, I closely examine (25a) and propose an additional type of a bi-clausal structure with a cleft for the second clause in a RDC with pro or an argument ellipsis along with a gapless RDC. In 3.2, I look into (25b) and defend a mono-clausal analysis of a RDC with a trace with a microscopic comparison of Korean and Japanese
RDCs that involve adnominal elements postverbally.
A new bi-clausal structure
I analyze (25a), repeated as (26), for both gapless and gapless RDCs. Significantly, it is possible to add the copula to the right periphery in (27). The possibility of copula insertion is problematic to a mono-clausal structure since two distinct verbs can appear in the constructions. On the other hand, a bi-clausal analysis accommodates this possibility. In the rest of this subsection, I
examine gapless RDCs in a bi-clausal analysis since they are obvious in terms of the interpretation of a preverbal element relative to a postverbal element, while the same analysis is also applied to a RDC with pro or an argument ellipsis. Yet, the prevailing bi-clausal analysis as in (14a) fails to account for the possibility of copula insertion due to the presence of two distinct verbs in (27). Alternatively, I suggest that (27a, b) can possibly be paraphrased with clefts with S1 as presuppositional to S2 in (28) and (29) 
The word orders of (27a, b) are derived by deleting the clefted clauses (i.e. The difference in acceptability of Case-marking may mean that some Case markers are incompatible with the copula. Yet, DPs with no Case marker are possible to appear as focused constituents both in Korean and Japanese, as observed in (28), (29) and (33).
Moreover, Case-marked DPs are not always prohibited from existing in the focus position in Korean. In a cleft with multiple foci, a DP that is not directly followed by the copula requires Case-marking in (34a, b). Additionally, the dative marker possibly appears next to the copula in (34b), as the Japanese counterpart in (33c). 
In (38a, b) XP in S2 is equally a cleft constituent moved out of the clefted clause.
Yet, unlike (38a), (38b) is ungrammatical. The ungrammaticality of (38b) results from an island violation caused by XP. Contra Ahn and Cho (2016), even when it is deleted at PF, the violation remains at LF and repair-by-deletion does not apply here. Likewise, I also attribute the ungrammaticality of (12), (13) and (36) (possibly along with (17)) to island effects, independently of distinct focus readings at the representational level. Since both specificational and repetitive
RDCs can have the same types of information structure as observed in 2.2, LF representations for specificational and repetitive RDCs should be identical to each other in terms of information structure.
To be clear, I claim that the proposed structure with a cleft in (30) 
To sum up, based on the possibility of copula insertion to the right periphery I argued for an additional bi-clausal analysis. I claimed that the second clause can possibly be a cleft for some RDCs, where a focused phrase is moved out of a cleft clause. In this case, island effects result from movement of the cleft constituent in S2 in syntax.
A mono-clausal structure with microscopic differences between Korean and Japanese
Now I examine (25b), repeated as (40).
In (40) Obviously, in (41a, b) both languages allow adjectival modifiers alone to appear postverbally even though the nominals that they modify remain preverbally (Ko g2014, 2015 Park and Kim 2009; Chung 2016) . On the other hand, in (42a) the Korean demonstrative ce 'that' cannot appear in the postverbal domain apart from the noun venghwa 'movie', whereas in (42b) the Japanese demonstrative ano 'that' can be postposed to the right periphery. In (43a), the right-dislocation of the Korean relative clause by itself is degraded. In contrast, the Japanese counterpart in (43b) is grammatical (Manetta 2012 for Hindi). These contrasts indicate that adnominal elements are not always right-dislocated to the right periphery in Korean, as opposed to Japanese (which I return shortly). Yet, it is also clear that some adnominal elements can appear on the right periphery in both languages. The preverbal empty category (that is understood to be associated with a postposed adnominal element) cannot be an argument ellipsis since the postverbal adnominal element is not an argument. It cannot be pro either since an adnominal modifier as in (41) and (43) In (44a) the adjectival modifier can appear outside the DP postverbally. In contrast, in (44b) the adjective modifier cannot exist postverbally apart from its own modifier. Likewise, in (45a) the possessor can be postposed out of the DP.
Yet, in (45b) the possessor cannot be outside the DP that is located in the larger DP. This phenomenon indicates that an adnominal element can be outside the host DP, but not further. I assimilate the phenomenon to Bošković's (2016) observation in (46) and (47). (46) 
Given this framework of a phase theory, the adnominal elements in (44a) and (45a) are phases and undergo movement without crossing any phase boundary.
Thus, the sentences are grammatical. On the other hand, the counterparts in (44b) and (45b) are derived by crossing phases, leading to ungrammaticality. This is in favor of (40). Notice that Ko's (2014 Ko's ( , 2015 analysis with sideward movement and Chung's (2016) proximity-based analysis cannot account for the ungrammaticality in (44) and (45) since movement out of a phase is irrelevant in these analyses and thus they would make a wrong prediction for these examples.
Why is the right-dislocation of Korean demonstratives and relative clauses ungrammatical or degraded in (42a) and (43a)? I attribute this phenomenon to a PF-filter that constrains on extraposition of a relatively "non-heavy" constituent that appears to the right of its canonical position (Baltin 2005 for a review). The
Korean demonstrative ce 'that' is not a "heavy" element and prevented from appearing at the right periphery. I assume that this holds for the relative clause in (43a). The PF-filter also accounts for the contrast in right-dislocation of Korean adjectival modifiers reported by Park and Kim (2009) in (50) . (50) In (50a, b) the adjectival modifiers are postposed to the right periphery and yet the grammaticality differs between the two. The "heavy" modifier acwu yeppun 'very pretty' in (50a) is grammatical, whereas the "non-heavy" counterpart yeppun 'pretty' is degraded in (50b). Park and Kim (2009: 32) In order to derive the word order of (51b), the element Yenghi-lul undergoes leftward scrambling and the remaining is deleted at PF. Cho (2016, 2017) suggest that the RDC (53) has the same process, schematized in (54).
(53) Chelswu-ka manna-ss-e Yenghi-lul.
C. In Cho's (2016, 2017) analysis, in (54) the first clause contains pro that is coreferential with the postverbal DP Yenghi-lul in the second clause, and this DP in the second clause is scrambled to the left while the rest is deleted for the correct word order of (53).
However, contrary to Ahn and Cho's analysis in (54) pro is used only anaphorically in Korean -it is not used cataphorically (see 2.1). Moreover, although Ahn and Cho do not pay attention to the contexts where the fragment answer (51) and the RDC (53)/(54) with pro are examined, the covert pronoun cannot occur in the same context as in (51) In (55b), the empty object is a trace of the postposed DP and this DP on the right edge is not deletable. What is significant here is that there is no parallelism (besides movement) between the schemes in (56) and (57). that if Cho's (2016, 2017) claim for parallelisms between fragment answers and RDCs (with pro) is correct to support a bi-clausal structure, it is also possible to mantain the proposed analysis of a RDC with a cleft in (30).
Since fragment answers can be in a cleft construction, and some RDCs can likewise involve clefts for the second clauses of a bi-clausal structure.
To summarize, I elaborated on Cho's (2016, 2017) analysis of RDCs associated with fragment answers and showed that a RDC with pro can be in parallel to fragment answers. However, a RDC with a trace is incompatible with their analysis of fragments. This argument upholds the proposed non-uniform analysis. Moreover, if the assimilation of a fragment analysis to RDCs by Ahn and Cho is on the right track, the proposed analysis of a RDC with a cleft also receives support, due to the possibility of a cleft analysis for fragment answers.
Conclusion
I examined Korean RDCs in light of preverbal (empty) categories relative to postverbal elements, and argued for a non-uniform analysis of the constructions.
I showed that preverbal null elements in RDCs are possibly a trace, pro, or an argument ellipsis as in the case of non-RDCs. Only in the case of a RDC with a trace, a postposed element is not omissible in given contexts since it serves as antecedent of the trace in the same clause. In contrast, a RDC with pro or an argument ellipsis exhibits that these null arguments are not referentially dependent on the postposed element. Moreover, contra Ko (2015 Ko ( , 2016 and Ahn and Cho (2016), I demonstrated that there exists no difference between gapped RDCs and gapless RDCs in terms of information structure and semantic predication relations between elements pre-and postverbally except that a RDC with a trace is incompatible with gapless RDCs in terms of semantic predication relations. What the present paper offers is only a rough outline of the possibility of a non-uniform analysis of RDCs. Nevertheless, to the extent that the non-uniform analysis that I have suggested is successful, it yields three important results. A RDC with a trace has a mono-clausal structure while a RDC with pro or an argument ellipsis is bi-clausal. Secondly, the second clause of RDCs in a bi-clausal structure may be possibly a cleft, as opposed to RDCs in a mono-clausal structure. Thirdly, both parallelisms and non-parallelisms exist between fragment answers and RDCs since the latter are not always bi-clausal.
